INTRODUCTION
Health and risk indicators are part of health epidemiology. This differs from clinical practice because it focuses on protecting the community from health risks and not rehabilitating the individual in his specificity (1) . According to the descriptors in Health (2) , they are measurements that summarize relevant situations for which it would be important to know their development over time.
Is it right to use health and risk indicators when we study reading and writing problems? Are reading and writing problems related to health or to education?
Since it is assumed that the insertion of the child in the practice of writing is the adult reader/writer, an instance of constituted language (3) , actions in society involving family, school, and the community in general, would be ways of offering more and better opportunities for the child to engage in writing. On the other hand, we know that it is impossible to completely avoid symptoms in this field.
Under these conditions, health promotion is a term that can assist us in constructing the purpose of the risk indicators for the reader/scribe's constitution.
According to some authors (4) , it is important to consider the general determinants of health conditions, in order to reflect upon their promotion. They use the concept of quality of life and include issues such as nutrition, housing, sanitation and insertion in education.
In the area of reading and writing, we find in the national literature research related to early intervention programs with children in elementary education at risk for dyslexia (5, 6) . Based on the cognitive theory, they look for factors that indicate that the child presents a risk for dyslexia by evaluating for phonological abilities and the letter-sound correspondences. The proposed intervention program works with the abilities that had results that were worse than expected.
According to other authors (7) , actions in this field would be geared to the group and the environment (in the broad sense of environment), such as physical, social, political, economic, and cultural. In this way, it becomes impossible to separate health from education. It is fundamental to implement health promotion through inter-sectorial actions.
According to another author (8) , in psychodynamic approaches (in psychology as in psychoanalysis) it is common to encounter difficulty in making rigorous descriptions of psychological processes that can serve as a basis for comparisons. However, if the medical material used in behavioral approaches of psychology is not appropriate to the procedures of psychodynamic approaches, it is up to them to create their own methods of sharing their knowledge in a scientific way accessible to society, public health, and other areas of knowledge. In spite of dealing with phenomena of subjectivity and singularity, in an attempt to validate their practices, the author states that the method can be compared to that of economy, marketing, pedagogy, and other areas in which the variables leave the system unstable. It is possible, however, to monitor and induce them based on quantified and, especially, qualified trends and counter-trends.
Several authors (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) recognized the importance of conducting discussions on health and risk indicators in Speech-language pathology, especially in the area of human communication, seeking to contribute to public health.
Additionally, other authors (12) , considering the capture of the child through the writing process prior to formal literacy, proposed four theoretical axis, subdivided into 15 phenomenic signs -named preliminary indicators for the constitution of the reader/writer subject: "1st axis:" Presume a reader/writer subject " 1 -When reading to the child, the adult points where he/she is reading, so that the child "accompanies" the reading.
2 -The adult asks the child to read to him/her.
3 -The adult asks the child to write.
-
The adult "pretends" to read the child's drawings and "scribbles".
2nd axis: "Recognize the subject as a reader/writer"
The child "pretends" to read and/or write.
The child writes and asks the adult to read.
The child "writes" and reads it to the adult.
The child offers to read in the place of the adult.
The child reads/writes when asked.
3rd axis: "Respond to the writing of the other"
10 -The child brings text-carrying objects for the adult to read.
The child differentiates drawings and numbers from texts.
The child has a favorite storybook or magazine.
4th axis: "Manifest authorship"
The child writes about topics of his/her interest.
14 -The text of the child has context. 15 -When incapable of writing a certain word, the child "invents."
As a follow-up, they propose the use of these indicators in promoting writing and suggest that they be tested and validated.
For basic data indicators, the Ministry of Health's RIPSA -Rede Interagencial de Informação para a Saúde (14) points out that the validity of an indicator depends on its sensitivity and specificity; other attributes being measurability, relevance and cost-effectiveness. Indicators must detect a phenomenon to be analyzed, in a way that identifies it independently of other phenomena, and it must be comprehensible and relevant to its users, as health managers.
In the search for these attributes, this article continued the research of other authors (12) with the goal of validating the risk indicators for the constitution of the reader/writer subject. For the validation process, we verified how a population of parents responds to them based on the constitution of their children as readers/scribes, prior to their initiating the 1st year of elementary school. Based on that, we evaluated the reliability of the instrument, internal consistency of the set of indicators, convergent validity of the indicators in relation to current data (at the time) of children's reading and writing performance, and the validity of the construct.
We understand that the theoretical axes summarize the relations of the subject with the writing and with the other, and the indicators are some of their phenomenic representatives. In proposing that the child reads and writes by integrating a 4-axis structure, we point out that these indicators do not refer to only a particular axis but to axis in their stratified articulation.
Another change we made in the current research is of terms used to refer to the child who begins to read and write, from the "subject who reads/writes" to "reader/scribe". The term subject refers to the subject in psychoanalysis, to the subject of the unconscious, and even if the subject's constitution relates to language in an inseparable way, it would be an extrapolation to use the term subject in this context, so we withdrew it. We also substituted the term writer for scribe, since we are here dealing with the one who is in the process of being constituted by writing, but who will not necessarily become a writer in the sense of producing literary work (15, 16) .
METHODS
This is an exploratory study with a quanti-qualitative approach. Data collection took place in a public school on the outskirts of São Paulo. We used a retrospective questionnaire about the child before entering the first year of elementary school, based on the preliminary indicators for the constitution of the reader/writer (12) to a group formed by parents of students. The findings were crosschecked with the written diagnostic survey for students from 1 ST to 5 th grade and with the evaluation of text production in 3 rd to 5 th grade students. Before we initiated the study, we requested written authorization from the principal of the target school. This study was approved by the Research Ethics Committee of the Municipal Health Department of São Paulo (number 39277414.7.0000.5482).
We sent an invitation letter explaining the project accompanied by a questionnaire (in Annex A) to the parents or guardians of the students in the elementary grades, except for one 3 rd grade room, because they had participated in the pilot study, preliminary to this one. There were six 1 st grade, five 2 nd grade, five 3 rd grade, four 4 th grade, and three 5 th grade rooms, totaling 548 students. All students whose parents answered the questionnaire were included. We also used student evaluation data from the "Survey and Diagnosis" for convergent validity.
The following materials were used:
-Form (in Annex A) containing identification data of the guardian and of the child; retrospective questionnaire adapted from the risk indicators for the constitution of the subject who reads and writes; and open questions about other writing data of the child and the family.
-"Survey and Diagnostics" -evaluation carried out according to the Programa Ler e Escrever (Read and Write Program) (17) , of the Education Department of the State of São Paulo, based on the constructivist theory, and carried out by the teachers to follow the child's interaction with writing.
In this evaluation, when the student does not produce texts, a dictation of words of the same semantic field is given as well as a sentence containing at least one of the dictated words. The dictated words must be a part of the child's vocabulary, but should not be words whose spelling he/she has memorized. From 3rd grade on the child is expected to produce texts. It is suggested that the production of texts be evaluated with different textual genres, ranging from notes to informative texts, for 3rd, 4 th , and 5th grades. The diagnosis based on the survey is carried out by the teacher, who classifies the students into five categories regarding performance in literacy: pre-syllabic, syllabic without sound value, syllabic with sound value, syllabic literate, and literate. According to the production of text the students are classified in four categories: insufficient, fair, good and very good. These assessments occur five times a year, in the months of February, April, July, September, and November.
The teachers were asked to send the questionnaire to their students' parents or guardians along with the school bulletin, and to give the researcher access to the charts with the results of "Survey and Diagnosis".
The 3rd survey of the year was used, which was carried out in May 2014, as well as an evaluation of text production by the students (3rd to 5th grades), from the same period as the survey, which was carried out by the teachers of the respective grades.
The data obtained was entered into an Excel spreadsheet and analyzed by the SPSS 22.0 "Statistical Package for the Social Sciences" program for Windows. For statistical significance, a descriptive level of 5% was adopted (p≤0.005).
The internal and external validities of the instrument were calculated and the descriptive analysis of data was performed using absolute and relative frequencies, measures of central tendency (average and median) and dispersion (standard deviation, minimum and maximum).
The quantitative variables were checked for normality by the Komolgorov-Smirnov test and, since they did not present a normal distribution, non-parametric tests were applied. For the comparison between groups according to the score generated by the proposed questionnaire, all sixteen questions were added, assigning the number 1 (one) for affirmative answers and 0 (zero) for the negative ones. In this way, an index ranging from 0 to 16 points was obtained, and the higher the score, the better the "status" (there were more positively scored indicators) of the child, according to the questionnaire. Non-parametric tests (Mann-Whitney and Kruskal-Wallis) were applied in order to verify possible groups with different behaviors between the scales.
For the internal consistency of the questionnaire, Cronbach's alpha coefficient was used. The convergent validity was performed by Spearman's nonparametric test (r), comparing the total score of the proposed questionnaire versus the survey and text, the latter correlation being performed for children from the 3rd grade on. For the validity of the construct the exploratory factorial analysis (EFA) was used, applying the analysis of main components, for confirmation of the factors, and the Varimax rotation method. The parameters for validation are shown in Chart 1.
RESULTS
Of the 548 questionnaires sent, 293 were completed and returned. The average age of the students was 7.9 years (SD = 1.5), median 8 years, minimum 6, and maximum 12 years. Mothers totaled 81.4% of the respondents, while the other questionnaires (17.6%) were answered by fathers, grandparents, siblings, uncles and a stepfather. Three questionnaires did not contain information on the respondents.
Regarding the educational level of respondents, 4.7% did not attend school; 20.3% had an incomplete primary educational level; 29% completed primary level; 11.2% had incomplete high school level; 24.3% had completed high school; 5.8% had incomplete higher education, and 4.7%, completed higher education. Respondents' average age was 34.4 years (SD = 8.4), median age of 32 years, ranging from 16 to 70 years. It is noteworthy that 29 respondents did not fill out the information on age.
Among text media available at home, 70.6% indicated having the Bible, followed by books (63.1%), and comics (59%). Among reading materials referred to as "other" (12.3%) were magazines, dictionaries, calendars, miscellaneous leaflets, and product labels. Only 11 (3.7%) respondents did not mention the existence of any text medium. On the other hand, of those that indicated the existence of media, the average was 3.1 (SD = 1.6), median 3, minimum 1, and maximum 7. Table 1 indicates that, for validation of the indicators, newspapers, books, the Bible, and comic books were considered as reading materials. For the informant's age, a cut-off point was applied based on the median value of the variable, while the categories assigned for educational level and reading material was empirical.
It should be noted that unanswered questions, those filled out with do not know or with both options (yes and no) were excluded, reducing the number of questionnaires for the validation of indicators to 190.
The analysis was started by comparing the median distributions of the score obtained with the questionnaire in order to verify if there was a difference between the groups mentioned below. Statistically significant differences were found for gender (p <0.001), age of the informant (p = 0.002), complaint (p = 0.005) and reading material (p = 0.001).
In the analysis by Cronbach's alpha coefficient, it was verified that the reliability of the questionnaire was α Cronbach = 0.73, considered acceptable (18) . In relation to the strata, the majority presented Cronbach's alpha > 0.70. For the analysis, 1st and 2nd grades were grouped into one category and 3rd, 4 th , and 5th grades in another due to having similar profiles, both in (18) , Pallant (19) , Hulley (20) relation to the time elapsed between when the facts took place and the moment of completion of the questionnaire, as well as regarding the expected level of literacy. Respondent education level of: "did not attend and primary -incomplete "; "completed primary, and incomplete high school"; and "completed high school, higher education -incomplete, and completed higher education", were grouped into 3 categories for the same reasons. The convergent validity analysis ( Table 2 ) was done using the correlation between the score obtained by the questionnaire, survey, and student's performance in text production. The questionnaire presented a positive correlation, statistically significant with the survey (r = 0.27, p <0.001), classified as regular.
Likewise, male gender, age, and absence of complaints presented a statistically significant positive correlation between the proposed questionnaire and the survey. The correlation between the categories of the variable reading material and the result of the survey is noteworthy. Categories 1 to 2 and 3 to 4, reading materials present in the children's home, showed a statistically significant positive correlation between the questionnaire score and the survey: r = 0.21 (p = 0.044) and r = 0.28 (p = 0.010), respectively.
There was no statistically significant correlation between the questionnaire index and students' text production, except for the group of respondents who complained about the child's current writing (r = 0.55, p = 0.029).
We observed that there was no statistically significant correlation between the questionnaires answered by respondents who presented complaints (r = 024, p = 0.144) and the survey.
The exploratory factorial analysis (EFA) was done with the objective of finding out if the set of questions of the questionnaire presents a profile consistent with the proposed construct, in this case, the profile of the child as it relates to writing before starting 1 st grade of elementary school. We also looked for factors that would explain the correlation between the questions.
The EFA was repeated three times, and each time it was repeated, the questions that presented values of variance (commonality) <0.50 were withdrawn, namely: questions 5, 6, 8, 12, 13, 14 and 15. In doing so we reached the best result (Table 3) , with the parameters KMO = 0.643 and Bartlett sphericity X 2 = 424.6 (p<0.001), indicating feasibility for factorial analysis. In this set of factors, 72.7% of the total variance of the model was explained, attesting the validity of the proposed construct. The final set contains questions 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, 9, 10, 11, and 16 (Chart 2), combined into 4 factors (Table 4 ).
DISCUSSION
The research allowed us to validate preliminary indicators for the constitution of the reader/writer (12) .
In reliability verification the questionnaire showed acceptable internal consistency.
A convergent validity study showed a statistically positive correlation between the questionnaire and the survey conducted by the teachers. From this data, we can infer that the result obtained through the questionnaire is related to the hypothesis of the literacy level of the child. The convergent validity also pointed out that the greater the presence of written materials, the better the correlation with the questionnaire. With this data it is possible to conjecture that there is a positive correlation Table 3 . Values of variances of the general analysis, according to questions Questions Variance 1. Did you use to read to your child? 0.733 2. When reading to your child did you point to where you were reading? 0.762 3. Did you use to ask your child to read? 0.774 4.Did you use to ask your child to write? 0.749 7.Did your child pretend he/she was reading and/or writing? 0.719 9. Did your child "write" and read it to someone? 0.733 10. Did your child read to you? 0.699 11. Did your child read/write when someone asked? 0.597 16. When the child did not yet know how to write, did he/she write "in his/her own way"? 0.779 between the number of different text media available to the child and subsequent reading and writing performance.
Concerning the parents or guardians who complained about the child's current reading and writing performance, there was no statistically significant correlation among the questionnaires answered. It can be assumed that the parents or guardians that presented complaints about their children's current reading and writing performance may have distorted recollections of the preschool period causing a bias, perhaps because they are looking for clues as to why the child is currently experiencing difficulties.
The validity of construct was obtained through exploratory factorial analysis (EFA) with the general population of subjects and culminated in a final set of 9 questions.
Although the indicators corresponding to the "respond to the other's writing" axis have been left out of the questionnaire, it does not affect the final result, since the model is supported by a structure, which means that each of its four constituting elements obtains its value from the relationship with the others.
Concerning questions "Before knowing how to write, did your child scribble?" and "When the child show you the scribble did you say what you thought it was?", also left out of the questionnaire, we can conjecture that they refer to a fun dimension of reading and writing and refer more strongly to the axis "to suppose a reader/scribe" and "to manifest authorship", indicators that are also present in the questions "Did your child pretend he/she was reading and/or writing?" and "When the child did not yet know how to write, did he/she write "in his own way?". It is suggested that they be removed to avoid redundancy and to optimize the results. Question 8, "Did your child "write" something and ask someone to read it?", also obtained results that indicate fragility as an indicator, suggesting that there were difficulties in its interpretation by the respondents, which seems to indicate wording that would have been ambiguous or unclear.
EFA also allowed the organization of the questions into 4 factors that indicate the correlation between the remaining questions ( Table 4 ). Eliminating those below the required performance value, the questionnaire was reduced from sixteen to nine questions.
From this result, we will discuss the correlations between the questions in each factor: FACTOR 1 -Questions 9, "Did your child "write" and read it to someone?", 10, "Did your child read to you?", and 11, "Did your child read/write when someone asked?" are close in content and relate primarily to the axis of "recognizing a reader/scribe" and "responding to the other's writing".
FACTOR 2 -Question 1, "Did you use to read to your child?", was added to the questionnaire as a precondition for question 2, "When reading to your child, did you point to where you were reading?". Therefore, one cannot be present without the other. Both point to the reading habits of the families and to the theoretical axis "assuming a reader/scribe". FACTOR 3 -Questions 3, "Did you use to ask your child to read?" and 4, "Did you use to ask your child to write?" relate more strongly to the axis "assuming a reader/scribe" and, because they have been answered in a similar way by the subjects of the 1. When reading to the child, the adult points to where he/she is reading so that the child can "follow". 2. When reading to your child did you point to where you were reading? 3. Did you use to ask your child to read?
2. The adult asks the child to read to them. 4. Did you use to ask your child to write?
3. The adult asks the child to write. 5. Did your child pretend he/she was reading and/or writing? 4. The child "pretends" to read and/or write. 6. Did your child "write" and read it to someone? 5. The child "writes" and reads his/her writing to the adult. 7. Did your child read to you?
6. The child volunteers to read. 8. Did your child read/write when someone asked? 7. The child reads/writes when asked to. 9. When the child did not yet know how to write, did he/she write "in his/her own way"? 8. When the child does not know how to write he/she writes "in his/ her own way". 
research, they point to the fact that, when presuming a reader, it is also presumed he/she writes. FACTOR 4 -Questions 7, "Did your child pretend he/she was reading and/or writing?" and 16, "When the child did not yet know how to write, did he/she write 'in his/her own way'"? are grouped because they relate to the possibility of the child playing with language, assuming a position of authorship initiated by the adult's recognition that he/she reads and writes. The four factors detailed and explained above confirm, with the aid of statistics, the four theoretical axes for the constitution of the reader/scribe.
EFA permitted a reduction of the questionnaire to questions that point to the proposed construct, removing those that were only serving as noise in the set. Organizing in factors has confirmed that issues considered differentials in the constitution of the reader/scribe are, indeed, differentials.
This analysis made it possible to confirm known issues in the field and to take others as hypotheses. The fact that adults close to the child practice reading is fundamental for presuming the child to be a reader and for acknowledging in him/her the act of reading.
The presence of text media in the child's home, which is common in a literate society, also demonstrated its effects, since, as we saw in our data, only 3.75% of the respondents reported not having them. We emphasize, however, that it does make a difference if these media intermediate situations of adult/child/writing interaction. The same is true for writing: it is necessary that someone else be attentive and curious about what the child is doing so that his/her scribbles, drawings, or texts be interpreted and gain meaning.
Helping adults, parents, or educators recognize the presence of authorship in texts of young children can also have effects on their future performance in reading and writing, since many of them (94.6%) express authorship before formal literacy.
In this study, 65.2% of the population of respondents did not finish high school, presenting low educational levels, which may indicate infrequent reading habits without including more complex text media such as books. This leads us to consider the possibility of intervening in health promotion, as speech therapists, on two fronts: one, with families who, in general, have been open to dialogue about their child's reading and writing; and another, with daycares and preschools, which are in a privileged position for the interaction between the literate adult (educator) and the child, and to provide actions that lead to literacy.
CONCLUSION
The research allowed validation of 8 of 15 preliminary indicators for the constitution of the reader/writer proposed in a previous study (12) . Each indicator is not related to only one of the axis, but to all of them, because it is a structure in which values are obtained from the articulation of the elements between themselves.
Investment in instruments based on a conception of language that understands the child-adult-language (written) relationship as a basis for the constitution of a reader/scribe is differential due to its mark of valuing subjectivity. These indicators propose marks to be monitered in the population and, at the same time, lead the observer to discern aspects of the child-adult interaction that point to what is unique in the emergence of a reader/scribe.
Validation of this instrument gives it quality and opens possibilities for use in health promotion, prevention of reading and writing abnormalities, as well as in therapy. Therefore, we suggest the continuity of this research with other exploratory studies to verify its applicability, such as application in the observation of the interaction between pre-school children and adults, and application in populations of different socioeconomic levels and ages.
